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Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

[ am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators'of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety: drug prevention and other
community programs: family visitation etc.

Here are ua few of my biggest concerns ubout Billed Party Preference:
o [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

e  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

o  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

o The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

¢  Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

e  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW.

Washington. D. C. 20334

Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

[ am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; family visitation efc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns ubout Billed Party Preference:
o [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

e Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.3 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

+  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

e The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

e Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

+  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
bv inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely.
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The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
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Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

[ am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs. familyv visitation efc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
e [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

o  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

s  Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

¢ The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

s  Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges, witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

e  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Singgrely. '
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The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

1 am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
comimunity programs; family visitation elc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
o [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

e  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

e  Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone svstems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

e The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. 7his costs everyone!

¢ Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

e  Without call control. facilities would be unabie to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for your consideration of my views.

Sincerely.
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Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

[ am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; ininate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs. familv visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
o It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

s  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

¢  Without the authority 1o process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

e The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

e  Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

¢  Without call control. facilities would be unabie to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for yvour consideration of my views.
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Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N'W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

[ am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personne! safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; family visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
e It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

e  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

+  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

e The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

o Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or ¢ven the victims of their crimes.

¢  Without call control. facilities would be unable to controi fraud problems currently handled
bv inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR QUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

foitl C
W Wmﬁ/z‘:« 67"% %M No. of Copies rec'd __Q-__.

/02 E. NorRTH List ABCDE
CRLIFORNIA, Mo. 65I/%




RECEIVED
AUG 1 2 199

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
July 20, 1554 8 3 27 PH '34 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.'W.

Washington, D. C. 20554

T FEE A

X
TUBIAY

Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administratorsof correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: familv visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
o [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

o  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

e  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

¢ The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

s  Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

e  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
bv inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. [f BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

Charles E. Griggs,Sheriff
702 1st Ave. SO
Fort Dodge,Iowa 50501
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Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Senator:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation; jail personnel saferv; drug prevention and other
community programs; family visitation elc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
s It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

e Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion, an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

s  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

» The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone!

e Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

e Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely. . [
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The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20554

Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

1 am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that immate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of cortectional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; imnate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: familv visitation efc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
e [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

e  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion, an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

s  Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue 1o provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

» The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. T#is costs evervone!

¢  Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

e  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

WOODRUFF COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPT. No. of Copies rec'd 22:
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Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; inmate health, education and recreation: jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs: family visitation etc.

Here are a fow of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
e [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

o Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

e  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

e The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

¢ Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

o  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
bv inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou (0 make inmate cails exempt. Thank vou for vour considerauon of my views.
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The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
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Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; iminate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs; family visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
o [t strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

¢ Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

s  Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

¢ The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs evervone!

o Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

¢  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely,
Loyd Mca;ug n
Sheriff & Collector
IBox 99 No. of Copies rec'd !i
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Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years, administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more,
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: immnate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs, familv visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
e It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

s  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

¢  Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

o The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone!

o Under BPP, correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

¢  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

Sincerely.

foefl
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Federal Communications Commission
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Re: CC Docket #92-77
Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP, affecting inmates, their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What’s more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education; imnate health, education and recreation; jail personnel safety; drug prevention and other
community programs. family visitation etc.

Here are a few of my biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:
e It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

e  Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of $1.3 billion. an expense that would
have 1o be passed along to the consumer.

e  Without the authority to process calls, inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities would have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

e The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone!

¢  Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls, which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

s  Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR INMATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. we urge vou to make inmate calls exempt. Thank vou for vour consideration of my views.

DICK SNYDER
JATL ADMINISTRATOR
DELAWARE COUNTY,MANCHESTER,IOWA
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Saneere by,

Dan Torsent inn
Sherp {1

Woe Tarere
Tacivity Administrator
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Director of Aviation FCCUME%M
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(719) 948-3361
July 20, 1994 SRR e
Mr. W. Caton

Acting Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Docket #92-77
Dear Mr. Caton:

It is our understanding that the Federal Communications Commission {(FCC) is once again pursuing the
Billed Party Preference (BPP) in regard to long distance telephone service. We ask that the FCC
please consider the following cormments of the Pueblo Airport:

1) The projected cost identified in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
appears to be incomplete in regard to the cost to the consumer. For
example, the Pueblo Airport currently collects commission revenues on
pay phone long distance calls made by the users of the airport. The loss
of these commissions would force the airport to make up these revenues
in other ways which would ultimately be an expense incurred by the
consumer. We have serious concerns that the true cost to the consumer
has not been fully studied.

2) The implementation of BPP will likely result in a longer waiting period for
the customer's call to connect.

3) The purpose of BPP has limited advantage to the customer since pay
phone users have accepted the dial-around option.

We believe that Billed Party Preference is unneeded and unnecessary and has limited advantage to
the customer. At airports, it will result in an increase in other products and services to the customer
to make up for lost long distance pay phone commissions. We strongly urge the FCC to reject BPP
and not try to fix a system that is not broken.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Respectfuily

J P. Elwood, A.A.E.
Director of Aviation

' No. of Copies rec'd
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission X N . }E?DERAL CGAMUNCATNSQOW!SSM
1919 M Street, NW nene ! OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference

Dear Chairman Hundt:
We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration necds at cur 1acility and have found it to be necessary to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that it equipped to haudle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access tu the telecommunications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take awuy our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to 1+ number of differe;:¢ carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmaie calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.

This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under. v.¢ cann.t afford to provide this equipment without the help
of mmate phone service providers. BPP would also =2 1.nate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
I BPP 15 applied to inmate facilities, there will be no vy for as to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without inmate whones the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficul: C.r our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate famulies pa> for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concemn if
some Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not

agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective

action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls s then let Shenffs enforce these rate ceilings

through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwvlmirp wajority of Sheriffs are committed to

requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

Tn short, BPP would take away our ability to employ hrporiant security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately redu :ing inmate phone availability, which in tum decreases the
efliciency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly within our discr¢ tion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfislly submitted,

Leonz:d Fafel, Business Manager
Nane/Titie

_Middlesex County Sheriff's Department

Nane of orrectional Facility
}.0. Pox 565
killerica, MA 01821

Address

No. of Copies rec'd __\_[‘EW)
List ABCDE




August 1, 1994 RECEIVED

|
'the Plonorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission |
1919 M Street, NW Aus 1 2 '99‘
Washington, D.C. 20554 FEDERAL COMMUNGATIONS CONMISSION
: , ‘ OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference no r
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Dear Chairman Hundt:
We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carner that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.

This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the help
of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
IFBPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates mmate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not

agree with the FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more etfective

action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings

through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to

requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,

Gil RAymer | TAILER

Name/Title

Warren Counrry %@z olVRC JAIL

Name of Correctional Facility

dao Ky ST,

Address
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August 1, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman Foromen L e AUB 1 2 1994
Federal Communications Commission sl ’
1919 M Street, NW FEDERAL COMMUNCATIONS COMMISSION

TARY
Washington, D.C. 20554 OFFICE OF THE SECRE

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference
Dear Chairman Hundt:
We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handie inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.

This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the help
of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if’
some Sheriffs do not take responsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with the
FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective

action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings

through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to

requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,

Daniel 1. Collier, Interim Director
Name/Title

Kershaw County Detention Center
Name of Correctional Facility

1114 CHURCH STREET,CAMDEN,S.C. 29020

Address
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I'he Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW AUG 12 1994
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: - . . . . OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference -
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Dear Chairman Hundt:
We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at inmate facilities.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
mmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls.

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specifically designed for inmate calls.

This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the help
of iniate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that finances our inmate phones.
If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without inmate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting increase in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage inmates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern 1f
some Sheriffs do not take respensibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with the
FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective

action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Sheriffs enforce these rate ceilings

through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Shenffs are committed to

requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short. BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respectfully submitted,
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1919 M Street NW 507 Olwey By

Washington DC 20554
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Dear Representative Hundt:

As both an erpgloyee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, | am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for O+ Calls. Further, | respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
commissions hecause there would he no competition. Without commiseiong, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. .Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

| appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,

gn \\j No.of C iesrec'd__a_'__.
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August 1, 1994

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman v R E C E lV E D

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20554 . AUG 1 2 1994

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77 Opposition to Billed Party Preference FEDERAL COMMUNIGATIONS COMMISSION
QOFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are opposed to the application of Billed Party Preference (BPP) at mmate faciﬁties.

We have analyzed the security and administration needs at our facility and have found it to be necessary to route
inmate calls from our facility to a single carrier that is equipped to handle inmate calls and with whom we have a
contractual relationship. We cannot allow inmates to have open access to the telecommunications network and the
freedom to use any carrier they please. BPP will take away our right to coordinate inmate calls through a carrier we
know and trust. Instead, inmate calls will be routed to a number of different carriers, none of whom will have any
obligation to us, and few that will be trained to handle inmate calls. )

We have also found it necessary to install phone equipment that is specificaily designed tor inmate calls.

This equipment helps prevent fraud, abusive calls, and other criminal activity over the telephone network. Given
the constant budgetary constraints that we are under, we cannot afford to provide this equipment without the help
of inmate phone service providers. BPP would also eliminate the revenue stream that iinances our inmate phones.
If BPP is applied to inmate facilities, there will be no way for us to finance these phones, nor will there be inmate
phone service providers to assist us. Without immate phones, the morale of our inmates will be devastated. The
resulting mcrease in tension will make it more difficult for our staff to manage nunates.

Furthermore, we are sensitive to the rates inmate families pay for calls. We fully appreciate the FCC's concern if
some Sheriffs do not take rsponsibility for protecting inmate families from abusive rates. We do not agree with the
FCC that the solution for this lack of responsibility is BPP. The proper and more effective

action would be to adopt rate ceilings on inmate calls and then let Shenffs enforce these rate ceilings

through their contracts. Indeed we believe the overwhelming majority of Sheriffs are committed to

requiring rates that are fair and reasonable.

In short, BPP would take away our ability to employ important security and administrative measures that we have
found to be necessary at our facility, ultimately reducing inmate phone availability, which in turn decreases the
efficiency of our staff. We urge you to not adopt regulations that interfere with our administrative and security
decisions -- decisions that are clearly within our discretion and which we have a public responsibility to make.

Respecttully submitted,

Name/Title

S S </'/(///¢7 s

Name of Correctional Facility
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July 20, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW

Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

ASs boih an erppioyee in the communicaiions indusiry and a wdx paying ciiizen, | am siatiitlg imy
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference (BPP) for O+ Calls. Further, | respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equipment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personne! is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer. have to pay
commiccione haranea thare wonld he no comnetition. Without commissions, facilities would have
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.

| appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.

Sincerely,
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JFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION FE!IHN.COAMUMCATIONSWMMISSION
1919 M. STREET, N.W. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554 92 77

RE: BILLED PARTY PREFERENCE FOR INMATES

PRIOR TO OUR CHANGING OUR TELEPHONES TO "CONTROLLED INMATE CALLING," OQUR
FAMILIES AS WELL AS OTHER FAMILIES WERE SUBJECT TO ABUSIVE CALLS. I ALSO
RECEIVED MANY CALLS FROM IRATE CITIZENS WHO HAD RECEIVED THEIR TELEPHONE
BILLING WITH HUNDREDS OF DOLLARS OF LONG DISTANCE CALLS CHARGED TO THEIR
PHONES. THEIR COMPLAINTS TO THE LOCAL TELEPHONE COMPANIES ALWAYS POINTED TO
,THE JAIL. THE LOCAL TELEPHONE COMPANY ITSELF, LOST THOUSANDS OF DCLLARS

IN REVENUE BY INMATES BY-PASSING THE SYSTEM. WHEN WE WENT TO CONTROLLED
INMATE BILLING, ALL THE ABUSES MENTIONED WERE TERMINATED.

OUR "CONTROLLED INMATE CALLING" IS8 LET OUT ON A "BID BASIS" AND PART OF

THE BID REQUIREMENT IS THAT THE PHONE CHARGES CAN BE NO MORE THAN CHARGED

BY THE LOCAL AND LONG DISTANCE PHONE COMPANIES, WHO HAVE ALREADY FILED THEIR
RATES WITH THE LA. PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION PLUS THE "CONTROLLED INMATE CALLING
C“OMPANIES MUST BE APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION TO CPERATE IN QUR STATE,
ELIMINATING EXCESSIVE BILLING OF THE INMATES.

THE MONIES GENERATED ARE RETURNED TO THE INMATES IN PROVIDING FOR THEIR BASIC
NEEDS. TO RETURN TO THE CLD SYSTEM WOULD NOT BE THE PRUDENT THING TO DO.

MY QUESTION TO THE TINMATE CONTROLLED CALLING" COMPANIES WAS; WHY ARE THERE &
MANY OF YOU IN THIS BUSINESSY THEIR ANSWER IS BECAUSE WE CAN PROVIDE THE SAME
SERVICE AS THE LOCAL AND LONG DISTANCE COMPANIES BUT AT A LOWER COST.

OUR JOB 1S TOUGH ENOUGH, PLEASE DON'T MAKE IT ANY TOUGHER THAN IT ALREADY IS
TO PERFORM.

i CIJ
E. T. MUNGOVAN, W DEN

sT. TAMMANY PARISH JAIL

P. O. BOX 908

COVINGTON, LOUISIANA 70434
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—STATE AND CONSUMER SERVICES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

TELECOMMUNICATIONS DIVISION R TEEE IS I U A
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SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-0282
RECEIVED

(916) 667-9903
'AUG 12 1994

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF SECRETARY

July 29, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:

LETTER IN SUPPORT OF THE POSITIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
AND THE CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY REGARDING DOCKET 92-77, BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE

The Department of General Services, Telecommunications Division (hereinafter
TD) is writing to you to express our support of the positions of the
California Department of Corrections and the California Youth Authority
regarding Billed Party Preference (BPP). The TD has the overall
responsibility for the development and management of all telecommunications
matters relating to California State Government, and as such is deeply
concerned with the impact of Billed Party Preference and the attendant
difficulties that the instant proceeding may foster.

The TD has spent a great deal of time in the development of a "Master Services
Agreement” that would provide the most efficient, secure and economically
feasible plan to offer pay telephone services to the general public that use
state facilities as well as a program that would serve the needs of
correctional and law enforcement entities within the State. As a result of
our efforts, a contract was awarded to MCI Corporation and GTE Corporation for
the provision of these services on a statewide basis, which provides a high
degree of security and fraud protection.

In the course of development of a statewide pay telephone service, the TD was
extremely sensitive to the amount of fraud and abuse that has plagued this
portion of the industry. Of particular concern was the amount of fraud and
abuse that emanated from correctional facilities within California. As a
result of our efforts we have been able to dramatically reduce the incidence
of fraud, abuse and harassing and threatening telephone calls that were placed
to victims, witnesses and other individuals from correctional center inmates.

During our development process, it also became clear that few of the Operator
Service Providers (0SP) could offer the level of protection and fraud
prevention which was requested. With this in mind, the TD is extremely
concerned that if BPP is instituted as it is currently proposed, the State
would now lose the ability to reduce fraud and abuse. As a result, the TD
supports the positions of the California Department of Corrections and the

No. of Copies rec'd O ‘} 7
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The Honorable Reed Hundt -2- July 29, 1994

California Youth Authority that correctional institutions be exempt from
offering BPP from telephones routinely used by inmates and wards.

In the past, the Federal Communications Commission has been extremely
sensitive to the issue of toll fraud and abuse. California State Government
shares those concerns and supports those efforts, and urges the Commission to
carefully consider the potential for fraud and abuse if a universal system of
security can not be offered by all OSPs under Billed Party Preference.

We look forward to working further with the Commission on these issues. If
our office can provide you any assistance, or you desire further information,
please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Scoop Sairanen at (916) 657-9166.

Sincerely,

ALLAN G. TOLMAN, Chief

Telephone and Network Services

AGT:AAS:pr



